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BIO/ WEST, Inc.
1063 West 1400 North

Logan, Utah 84321
Phone: (435) 752-4202

Fax: (435) 752-0507

MEMORANDUM
DATE: January 24, 2000

TO: Attendees (distribution / attendee list attached)

FROM: Tom Twedt, BIO/WEST, Inc.

SUBJECT: Meeting Minutes - Provo Canyon SEIS Prescoping Meeting

A court stipulated “Prescoping Meeting” relative to the Provo Canyon Highway Project was held
at the UDOT Region 3 Office in Orem on January 13, 2000.  An agenda and attendee list were
distributed at the meeting.  

1.  Welcome / Introductions: Tom Twedt, BIO/WEST

Tom opened the meeting and welcomed those in attendance.  All introduced themselves and
indicated their affiliation. 

2.  Project Overview / History: Randy Hunter, UDOT Risk Management

Randy very briefly reviewed the background of the Provo Canyon Highway Project.  He noted
that Phase 2 of the project was nearly completed and that a third phase was being initiated. 
The guiding environmental documentation has been the Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement (SEIS) completed in 1989, and an environmental re-evaluation had been completed
for the third phase, Wildwood to Deer Creek State Park, in 1995.  In subsequent court action,
UDOT had agreed to prepare a new SEIS for any additional portions of the project and has
contracted with BIO/WEST to do so.

Randy also noted that the Phase 2 contractor had been removed from the job and several items
still required completion.  Partially as a result of this project, UDOT has developed an
substantially different approach to environmentally sensitive projects. Projects of this type in the
future will include contract specifications that require the construction contractor to have an
environmental specialist / inspector on the project who will be responsible for all environmental
activities and impacts and will keep a log of all his activities.  Failure to do so will be taken very
seriously by UDOT.  Randy also noted that this process was followed for the Snowbasin Road
project with very good success.

3.  Current Project: Dan Nelson, UDOT Region 3 Project Manager

Dan reported that three items remain to be completed from the previous projects: 1)
landscaping / revegetation is complete except for one more year of “establishment” watering on
non-river side; 2) the Corps of Engineers has determined that Phase 2 revegetation along the
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 river is 70% successful and has released UDOT from that permit requirement, and the wetland
mitigation area on the Bullock property has been constructed and planted and will be monitored
for 3-5 years for success; and 3) some aspects of median treatment in the lower canyon and
slope stability in the Phase 2 area remain to be completed.  All of these items are currently
being addressed independently of this project.

The Department intends to move ahead with the next project, and this SEIS is the first step in
that effort.  This effort will include a review of all aspects of the project and all existing or new
issues.  It will review the extensive geotechnical data collected and analyzed previously, as well
as considering additional data collected since then.

Bill Gedris, FHWA, asked if the intent was to use the haul road as the final alignment of the new
project.  Dan replied that they would look closely at what was determined in the re-evaluation,
but that UDOT was leaning towards using the haul road and abandoning the existing highway
along that section of the river.

4.  Environmental Process: Tom Twedt, BIO/WEST

Tom reported that BIO/WEST has been contracted to prepare a draft SEIS for the entire project,
with emphasis on the Wildwood to Deer Creek State Park portion that had been addressed
previously in the re-evaluation.  At this time, the proposed action is expected to be the final set
of alternatives selected during the re-evaluation, which would leave the existing alignment and
traverse through the Canyon Meadows area on the existing “haul road” and cross the Deer
Creek Dam on a new, buttressed face.

An extensive public involvement program will be initiated in the immediate future and will include
the following: public and media notice of the proposed project, a series of newsletters beginning
with the first issue in February, a public Open House scoping meeting in March, and a project
location on the UDOT Internet website with continual updates of current information and input
opportunities.

A project advisory team made up of appropriate agencies, interested organizations, and the
general public will be formed over the next month or so.  This team, tentatively titled the
Cooperating Advisory Team (CAT), will be modeled after the very successful one utilized on the
Logan Canyon Highway Project.  Team members will be expected to be representative of
certain interests and to report to and receive input from those interests.  The team will include
about 10-12 members and meet approximately monthly to be briefed as to the progress and
direction of the project and offer input.  The first project newsletter will provide further details as
to the team.

Randy Hunter noted that the Logan Canyon CAT was formally appointed by the Transportation
Commission, and wondered whether this would be the case here.  Tom commented that the
Record of Decision (ROD) for the Logan Canyon Project included a Memorandum of
Understanding formalizing the team as well as a variety of other items, and would probably not
be necessary for this project.  
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Paul Dremann of Trout Unlimited wondered if the CAT would be provided weekly inspection
reports and offered tours of the project area as was done for the Snowbasin Project.  Tom
responded that no weekly reports would be generated since this would not yet be a construction
project, but that all information generated during the project would be provided to the CAT, and
site visits could be arranged at any time as appropriate. 

The current schedule for the project calls for the completion of a draft SEIS in December of this
year, at which time the Department will decide when and how to proceed further.  Dan
commented that construction timing will depend upon how much of the existing (re-evaluation)
design can be used, but that construction was likely 2-3 years away.  UDOT does not presently
have funding available to complete the entire project, thus the construction may be phased and
the schedule will be very dependent upon funding from the legislature.  Tom added that this
environmental study has been funded, but that no construction money is yet available.  No price
tag other than that provided in the re-evaluation is yet available, but UDOT is in the process of
putting the project in their funding plan.

Steve Schmidt of the Provo River Coalition asked at what level of detail the SEIS will look at the
area from Deer Creek State Park to Heber.  Tom noted that since no additional design details
beyond those of a conceptual level in the previous SEIS would be available, no additional
analysis would be performed.

Mark Beutler of the Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) noted that the BOR preferred that  the
highway be placed on the face of the dam rather than remain on the top, and that this would
allow the dam to be upgraded in the process.  The upgraded dam will require a new spillway (in
the same location), but will not result in any change of flows.

Tom commented the that BOR would be a cooperating agency for the project, not a co-sponsor;
and that no BOR funding would be involved.  There had been some discussion that the BOR
might use this document and then prepare their own ROD to accompany it, but this has not yet
been finalized.  Tom and Dan will begin coordination with the BOR in the immediate future.

In terms of the project components, Dan commented that the re-evaluation included a detailed
value engineering study that reviewed a wide variety of possible alternative alignments and
selected the set to be addressed in this project.  He also added that several access issues, the
Salt Lake Aqueduct access in particular, will have to be addressed in this project.

Randy noted that the document will address invasive species issues as a new mandate from the
federal government.  Bill Gedris commented that the project will have to utilize the current
noxious weed and invasive species lists.  Julie Mack wondered if the project could address the
eradication of several noxious weed species in the canyon.  Randy responded that this was
more of a maintenance issue, but could be looked at in conjunction with Ira Bickford of UDOT
Maintenance.  Bill also noted that the new Section 106 regulations now in effect will require
more detailed coordination with several Native American tribes during the project.

Tom also mentioned as general information that the Mountainland Association of Governments
(MAG) had out a request for proposal to prepare a Provo Canyon Scenic Byway and
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Watershed Management Plan.  A consultant was to be selected within the next few days, and
coordination between the projects may be appropriate.

5.  Issue Input: Attendees

a.  Fisheries  -  Paul Dremann wondered if there would be any possibility of taking steps
towards oxygenating the river below the dam as a part of this project.  Jeff Appel, a concerned
citizen, asked if there would be any funding available to do enhancements in the area relative to
the dam and the Provo River fishery.  Jeff also asked about the success of improving fish
passage into Little Deer Creek, and Tom reported that considerable movement into the stream
has been observed and spawning appears to be occurring.

b.  Project Scope  -  Jeff noted that this effort should include an opportunity to review the entire
project during the process.  He suggested there is a need to look into impacts of the project on
800 North and the Utah Valley area traffic in general and to consider if  the project simply
provide a shortcut between I-80 and I-15.

c.  Landslides  -  Julie Mack of the North Fork Preservation Alliance noted her concern as to the
stability of the recent landslide area at the interphase of Phases 2 and 3, and questioned if that
area can handle the cut / widening required for two more lanes of traffic.  Randy commented
that three separate slide areas have been identified in the project area:  the Hoover Slide (a
large active and constant slide area above the highway), the “Blue Mud” Slide, and the more
recent rock slide; and each will have to be addressed by the project.  Dan noted that another
slide area near Canyon Glen, which is outside of the project area, has also been of some
concern by the Water Conservancy District. They are now considering relocating the Olmstead
flowing off the slide area to another site in the canyon.

Jeff suggested that the geotechnical report and data be carefully reviewed and voiced his
concern about simply relying on an old study.  He noted his concern that landslide knowledge in
the area may not be adequate, and that this project should insure that everything is current and
accurate.  Dan replied that Tom Lee from Parsons has remained involved in the overall project
and may be available to verify data and pull together new information as necessary.  Julie again
reiterated her concern that four lanes may not fit in portions of this area and asked that the
project take a hard look at this issue.  Jeff also noted that the scoping process for this project
should re-evaluate these issues.

d.  Mitigation Follow-up  -  Lars Anderson, UDOT Region 3 Landscape Architect, raised a few
questions about some of the mitigation features installed or planned for the previous phases. 
He wondered if there was any feedback as to the fence installed along the revegetated areas to
manage access.  Steve Schmidt and others noted that some fishermen were causing damage
and would be hard to control.  Lars commented that fence maintenance has been turned over to
the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources (DWR).

Lars also noted that he must provide a report to the Utah Department of Environmental Quality
relative to what has/will be done with the money (fine) from UDOT.  Randy reported that the
Nature Conservancy is responsible for appropriately utilizing the money and that he would be
meeting with them soon to finalize this issue.  Julie also responded that she understood the 
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Nature Conservancy was close to finalizing an agreement to purchase land and easements
(approx. 10 acres?) at one of the campgrounds below the damsite.  The easement would
probably be held by DWR and any remaining money would be used to develop restroom
facilities.

6.  Closing Comments

Tom suggested that any concerns, etc. relative to the discussions at this meeting be submitted
in writing, as they tend to carry more weight in that form and allow appropriate evaluation and
action.

Dan reiterated that Tom would be the contact for BIO/WEST and that he would serve that role
for UDOT.

7.  Adjournment

The meeting was adjourned at approximately noon.

cc: Attendees: Steve Alder, Attorney General’s Office
Tom Allen, FHWA
Lars Anderson, UDOT Region 3
Jeffrey Appel
Mark Beutler, Bureau of Reclamation
Paul Dremann, Trout Unlimited
Bill Gedris, FHWA
Randy Hunter, UDOT Risk Management
Julie Mack, North Fork Preservation Alliance
Angie Nelson, BIO/WEST
Dan Nelson, UDOT Region 3
Steve Schmidt, Provo Coalition




































































